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Chapter removal. This was followed by the famous conflict be-
.__' tween the bishop and Dr. Colenso, bishop of Natal,
when the bishop as metropolitan sought to remove Dr.
Colenso from his post because of his alleged heretical
doctrines. In this case the Privy Council, on a mis-
understanding of the facts,1 held that the Crown had
no legislative power as regards Natal and that the
metropolitan relation was invalid in respect of civil
law, for the law of the Church of England was no part
of colonial law without legislative sanction. In fact the
Crown had still power, as Natal was a conquered or
ceded colony and had not then received representative
government, so that the principle of Campbell v. Hall2
did not apply, and in Bishop of Natal v. Green* the local
court asserted, quite correctly, the authority of the
bishop over his clergy under the letters patent.
The Imperial G-overnment, however, decided now to
abandon creation of colonial bishoprics by letters
patent even where the legal power existed, and hence-
forth the colonial churches were allowed to regulate
their own mode of selecting bishops, though, if a
Dominion bishop desires consecration by the Arch-
bishop of Canterbury, the royal licence must be ob-
tained, while the position of colonial clergy was legis-
lated for as regards England by an Act of the British
Parliament in 1874 at the instance of Lord Blachford.
South Africa developed a Church of its own, in com-
munion with the Church of England but no part of it.
This issue was settled by the Privy Council in Merriman
1  Lord Bishop of Natal, In re (1865), 3 Moo. P.O. (N.S.) 115; of. Bishop
o/ Cape Town v. Bishop of Natal, L.R. 3 P.O. 1.
2  (1774), 20 St. Tr. 239.                                       1
3  [1868] N.L.R. 138; 18 L.T. 112. Of. Bishop of fyal v. Gladstone
(1866), L.R. 3 Eq. 1; E. v. Mon College (1857), 8 E. & B. 610.